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ABSTRACT
Modeling theorists, norm of reciprocity theorists, and social 
exchange theorists predict that person A will reciprocate person B's 
level of intimacy from low levels of intimacy all the way up to high 
levels of intimacy. Trust theorists predict that reciprocation will 
occur at low and moderate, but not at high levels of intimacy. 
Siirdliarly, trust theorists would predict that subjects high in 
social desirability, due to their suspicious nature, would not 
reciprocate at high levels of intimacy. The other theorists would 
predict reciprocation at high! levels of intimacy due to the conforming 
nature of the subjects high in social desirability.
To test this, 400 undergraduates were given the Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale and 72 of the subjects were split into low, 
medium, and high groups. These subjects then held conversations 
with accomplices who disclosed at low, medium, and high levels of 
intimacy.
The following results were obtained:
1. There was partial confirmation of the 
hypothesis of linearity of reciprocity 
from low to high levels of intimacy.
2. There was no relationship between liking 
and level of intimacy.
x
3- There was no relationship between social 
desirability and intimacy.
It was conjectured that the opposing tendencies of the SDS 
scorers to be highly suspicious and high conforming may have 
cancelled each other out, that the high intimacy condition was not 
strong enough and that the liking scale was biased towards the 
favorable end. Alternative ways of teasing out the trust factor 
were discussed.
xi
CHAPTER I
SELF-DISCLOSURE
OVERVIEW
Sidney Jourard, in his practice as a clinical psychologist, 
found that self-disclosure, both the therapist's and the client's, 
led to progress in therapy. From these initial observations, Jourard 
and his students investigated the variable of self-disclosure in a 
wide range of subject areas. Soon the field was wide open as 
experimenters across the country began to investigate the causes and 
effects of this important variable. Some researchers have conducted 
studies on self-disclosure just for the sake of studying that 
variable alone. Clinicians, on the other hand, have studied the 
variable to throw light on the therapeutic process.
Self-disclosure has been defined as any information about 
himself which Person A communicated to Person B. The term 
"self-disclosure" has been used by Jourard (e.g. 1964), although 
other terms such as "verbal accessibility" (e.g. Polansky, 1965) and 
"social accessibility" (e.g. Rickers-Ovsiankina, 1956) have been 
used to describe the same concept. Self-disclosure has been by far 
the most commonly used term describing the above process.
-1-
2MEASURES OF SELF-DISCLOSURE
The JSDQ and Its Modifications
Jourard decided to test the variable of self-disclosure in 
an experimental rather than a therapeutic or naturalistic setting.
He further decided to measure the variable as a trait variable 
rather than a state variable. As such, he devised the Jourard 
Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ) (Jourard and Lasakow, 1958).
His first instrument was a 60-item questionnaire which had ten items 
in each of six content areas: Attitudes and Opinions, Tastes and 
Interests, Work (or Studies), Money, Personality, and Body. Subjects 
responded to each item by indicating the extent to which their 
information had been revealed to four target persons: mother, father, 
best opposite-sex friend, and best same-sex friend. Items were 
scored as zero (no disclosure to the target person), one (disclosure 
only in general terms), and two (full and complete disclosure) about 
the item. The numerical entries were summed, which yielded totals 
which constituted the self-disclosure scores. Seventy white 
unmarried college students of both sexes were tested for self­
disclosure to Mother, Father, Male Friend, and Female Friend. The 
odd-even reliability was .94.
Different investigators have modified the JSDQ in their 
studies. Some have used an inventory with fifteen items (SD-15) 
(Himelstein and Lubin, 1965; Jourard, 1959; Jourard and Landsman, 
1960); an inventory with twenty-five items (SD-25) (Jourard, 1961d); 
and, an inventory with forty items (SD-40) (Jourard, 1961a, 1961b, 
1961c; Jourard and Richman, 1963; Powell and Jourard, 1963).
3The target persons have varied considerably from one study to 
another. For the SD-25 and SD-40 the target persons have usually 
been the same as the SD-60. Mullaney (1964) used the following 
target persons: mother, father, best friend, and a significant adult 
other than a parent. Fitzgerald (1963) used as target persons: the 
girl liked best, an "average" girl, and the girl liked least. In 
the studies which used the SD-15, the target persons were nursing 
colleagues (Jourard, 1959), male college student acquaintances 
(Jourard and Landsman, 1960), and fellow fraternity and sorority 
members (Himelstein and Lubin, 1965).
The various measures of self-disclosure also contain 
different instructions to the subjects for responding, which may 
contribute to a lack of consistency in the measurement of the 
variable. In the SD-40 the subjects responded to a three-point 
scale indicating:
(a) no disclosure,
(b) disclosure in general terms, or
(c) full and complete disclosure (Powell and 
Jourard, 1963).
In the SD-25 (Jourard, 1961d) the subjects responded to a two-point 
scale indicating:
(a) disclosure,
(b) incomplete disclosure and no disclosure.
Thus, for the SD-25, two of the categories used in the SD-40 and the 
SD-60 were combined into one category.
The items contained in the self-disclosure inventories differ
somewhat among the different forms. The statements in the SD-25 tend
4to cover the same topic areas as those included in the SD-60; but 
they are worded differently and are not explicitly divided into topic 
areas. Most of the SD-15 statements are not nearly as private as 
those in the SD-25 and SD-60 (e.g. In what town were you born? Do 
you have any brothers and sisters? What is or was your father's 
occupation?).
Validity of the JSDQ
Various studies have been undertaken to measure the validity 
of the JSDQ. Two versions of the JSDQ, one containing 60 items 
(SD-60) and one containing 25 items (SD-25), were administered to 56 
males and 51 females. Each method of measuring self-disclosure 
(SD-60 and SD-25) provided four trait scores (self-disclosure to four 
separate target persons), thus generating the three multitrait- 
multimethod matrices of intercorrelations (one each for males, 
females, and the total group). Applying procedures developed by 
Campbell and Fiske (1959) for analyzing matrices of this type, the 
equivalence and construct validity of the SD-60 and SD-25 were 
examined. The results indicated that:
(a) construct validity exists for the SD-60 and SD-25 
since the multitrait-multimethod matrices exhibited 
both convergent and discriminant validity,
(b) variations exist between the SD-60 and SD-25 as 
measures of self-disclosure, and
(c) the relationship-between self-disclosure to,mother 
and disclosure to father was higher than for any 
other pair of target persons.
Jourard (1961c) gave a 40-item self-disclosure questionnaire 
to a graduate education class of 25 male and 20 female students. At
5a later class meeting, the Rohrschach was administered to the group, 
using the standard plates and an opaque projector. The results show 
that there is a low but significant correlation (rxy= .3,7) between 
productivity on the Rohrschach test and a measure of the extent of 
self-disclosure to select significant others. Low productivity on 
the Rohrschach is regarded as one of many possible indicants of 
defensiveness in a subject. By the same token, it seems appropriate 
to regard low disclosure of self to significant others as a sign of 
defensiveness - i.e., an unwillingness to be known. This supports
the construct validity of the self-disclosure test.
The JSDQ appears to be independent of intelligence, providing 
evidence for discriminant validity of the JSDQ (Jourard, 1961d); 
(Halverson and Shore, 1969; Taylor, 1968).
Researchers, however, have been unable to find a relationship 
between the JSDQ and actual disclosure in a situation. Ehrlich and 
Graeven (1971) randomly assigned male subjects to high and low 
intimacy conditions and asked them to talk about themselves with a 
confederate who used scripts controlling his intimacy level. The 
JSDQ was not related to four laboratory indicators of disclosing 
behavior. Himelstein and Kimbrough (1963) called up 25 graduate 
students in education to introduce themselves during the first class 
meeting. Subjects were rated for amount of information revealed in 
the introductions and for time spent on introductions. The JSDQ was 
later administered to the class. Neither scores for amount of 
information revealed nor time scores were found to be significantly 
related to scores'on the questionnaire. Lubin and Harrison (1964)
6attempted to predict self-disclosure behavior in small groups from a 
previously administered JSDQ. Sixty-eight participants were rated at 
the end of 20 group sessions on a nine-point scale of self-disclosure. 
JSDQ did not predict rated behavior.
Vondracek (1969a) gave 64 male undergraduates structured 
interviews which were presented to two judges as typewritten tran­
scripts. The judges were trained to rate the transcripts on a scale 
ranging from one (low intimacy) to seven (high intimacy). Amount of 
self-disclosure was measured by timing the actual verbalizations of 
each subject. The JSDQ was administered after the interview. 
Correlations between the JSDQ and the measures of amount and intimacy 
of self-disclosure were non-significant. Vondracek (1969b) had 60 
male subjects interviewed by either a probing, reflecting, or a 
revealing interviewer. Amount of intimacy was determined by timing 
the subject's verbalizations during the interview, carefully excluding 
periods of silence and interviewer statements. Intimacy of self­
disclosure was judged independently by two judges in each case from 
the first two pages of the typewritten interview transcripts. At the 
conclusion of each interview, the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire was administered by an assistant. The correlations of 
the first two measures with the JSDQ were low.
There have been studies showing no relationship between the 
JSDQ and ratings of actual disclosure by peers. Himelstein and Lubin 
(1965) gave fraternity and sorority groups the JSDQ and asked them to 
make peer nominations for "most likely to tell my troubles to." The 
correlation between the total scores on JSDQ and the peer nominations
7was non-significant. Hurley and Hurley (1969) administered the 
JSDQ-60 to fifty students at the beginning and end of a ten-week 
course in interaction-oriented counseling. These subjects were also 
administered three independent measures of self-concealment (SC), as 
well as a self-concealment index. Contrary to expectations JSDQ 
scores correlated significantly (jc = -30) with the SC index, but 
negatively albeit non-significantly with the other SC measures.
Pederson and Breglio (1968a) administered the JSDQ-60 and 
JSDQ-25 to 26 males and 26 females. Amount and intimacy of disclosure 
on written self-descriptions were correlated with total scopes on the 
JSDQ-60, but not on the JSDQ-25. Burhenne and Mirels (1970) employed 
a self-description essay procedure to ascertain the degree of which 
self-disclosing behavior could be predicted by scores on the Jourard 
Self-Disclosure Questionnaire for 56 college women. There was no 
relationship whatever between JSDQ scores and judges' ratings of 
self-disclosure.
As Cozby (1973) states: "It is clear that the JSDQ does not 
predict self-disclosure accurately. The explanation perhaps lies in 
the fact that scores on the JSDQ reflect subjects' past history of 
disclosure to parents and persons who are labeled 'best same-sex 
friend' and 'best opposite-sex friend'. When actual disclosure is 
measured, the subject is disclosing to an experimenter or to peers 
whom the subject has never met."
On the positive side, Jourard and his students have recently 
begun using a 40-item questionnaire which asks subjects to indicate 
what they have disclosed to someone in the past, and what they would
8be willing to disclose to a stranger or the same-sex friend. Jourard 
and Resnick (1970) selected twelve high and twelve low disclosures 
from a sample of 80 women. The 40-item questionnaire predicted 
actual disclosure in the interview situation.
Other Measures
Other measures of self-disclosure have been developed, 
although they have either not been widely used or have been developed 
for specific types of subjects.
West and Zingle (1969) developed the Self-Disclosure Inventory 
for Adolescents. It consists of 48 items selected by item analysis 
from an initial pool of 120 carefully planned and vigorously evaluated 
items. When responding to the inventory, subjects are required to 
reach each item and circle one of a set of four response options to 
indicate the extent to which that topic becomes a focus of communi­
cation with a designated target: i.e., mother, father, friend of the 
same sex, etc. The given response options are n, h. s, and o 
representing the alternatives that subjects never, hardly ever, 
sometimes or often discuss the particular topic with the specified 
target. These options are arbitrarily weighted zero, one, two, and 
three (respectively) in order to form a Likert-type scale. Subjects' 
disclosure scores for a given aspect-of-self to a given target person 
may vary from zero to 24. This score consists of the sum of Likert- 
weightings for each item of the aspect category with the specified 
target. In contrast, a score of 24 indicates that a subject frequently 
discusses all eight aspect items with the target person in question: 
test-retest and split-half reliability coefficients calculated from
950 adolescents (123 boys and 27 girls) were significant (rxy not 
available). Validity, using the same sample, was established by a 
significant correlation (rXy not available) with Rotter Revealingness 
scores.
Vondracek and Vondracek (1971) developed a system for scoring 
self-disclosures by preadolescents in interview situations. First, a 
large pool of self-disclosure statements were created by asking three 
groups of 73 preadolescents different instructions:
(a) "Tell me things about yourself,"
(b) "Tell me things about yourself which you would usually 
tell only a few special people," and
(c) "Tell me things that you think people your age would 
tell only to a few special people."
These statements were then grouped into eight content categories, each 
of which consisted of one or more levels of intimacy. Those disclosure 
statements which fell into the higher intimacy levels of a scoring 
category received higher scores than those which fell into the lower 
levels of intimacy within that category. Interscorer reliability was 
high.
Rickers-Ovsiankina (1956) developed a Social Accessibility 
Scale by drawing up a list of 25 items ranging from topics of clearly 
superficial nature to those of a persumably personal and intimate 
character. Randomly distributed, the items were cast into direct 
questions and subjects were instructed to indicate with a plus or a 
minus sign whether they would be willing to answer the particular 
question if they were asked by:
(a) a person whom they would never see again,
(b) an acquaintance, and
(c) their best friend.
Rickers-Ovsiankina and Kusmin (1958) have developed a 50-item 
version of the Social Accessibility Scale similiar to the 25-item one. 
Again, the items ranged from topics of obviously superficial concern 
to those presumed to be of a highly personal and intimate character. 
They were presented in the form of direct questions and subj ects were 
instructed to indicate whether they would be willing to answer the 
particular question if they were asked by:
(a) a stranger whom they would never see again,
(b) an acquaintance, and
(c) their best friend.
Similiarly, if they would discuss the question with no one, this would 
be indicated.
The scoring of the questionnaire was based on the assignment 
of one point for each type of inquirer with whom the subject would 
discuss the item. The highest raw score possible (reflecting the 
greatest degree of accessibility measureable by this instrument) is, 
therefore, 150, three points for each of 50 items. Theoretically, the 
lowest score obtainable would be zero, indicative of total restriction 
in communication. In this investigation, scores are reported as mean 
total scores for the questionnaire, obtained by dividing the total raw 
score by the number of items. Mean total scores can range, therefore, 
from zero to three, the latter representing complete accessibility on 
the instrument utilized.
Eighteen months after the initial testing 34 subjects (19 
female and 15 male) were retested by means of the original question­
10
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naire. A Pearson-Product Moment correlation between the two sets of 
scores yielded significant correlations for males (rxy= .76), females 
(rxy= .66), and both sexes combined ( r = .69).
Taylor and Altman (1966) scaled 671 statements for intimacy 
value and topical category. Although these statements do not comprise 
a disclosure questionnaire, the statements can be used to construct a 
questionnaire. The previously discussed measure currently being used 
by Jourard (1969) uses the Taylor and Altman statements. A 144-item 
questionnaire using the statements with "best friend" as the only 
target person was developed by Vondracek and Marshall (1971).
In summary, it appears that the most widely used measure of 
self-disclosure has been the JSDQ-60 and its various forms. However, 
the amount of activity in the area of self-disclosure is shown by the 
number of other measures developed to measure the variable. Lately, 
however, trait measures have been shunned more and more in favor of 
measuring self-disclosure as a state variable.
PARAMETERS OF SELF-DISCLOSURE
Self-disclosure means different things to different people.
For some people it's breadth or amount of information disclosed 
for others, depth or intimacy of information disclosed.
In actual disclosure, intimacy and duration of disclosure 
appear to be partially independent with a correlation of .42 between 
these two variables (Vondracek, 1969a). There is an inverse relation­
ship between amount and intimacy of disclosure such that individuals
12
disclose less about more intimate topics- Altman and Haythorn (1965) 
formed nine dyads in a small room for ten days, with no outside 
contact. Matched controls followed a similiar schedule but had access 
to other people and outside facilities. Results on a self-disclosure 
questionnaire showed that isolates revealed more about intimate topics 
to partners than controls, although less than to best friends. The 
amount of information isolates revealed about themselves decreased 
when intimate topics were covered.
Fitzgerald (1963) obtained indices of expressed self-esteem 
and self-disclosure to three target persons - a girl liked most, an 
"average" girl (neither a close friend nor one liked least), and a 
girl liked least - from 300 college men. It was found that there 
were greater amounts of disclosure about more non-intimate as compared 
with intimate aspects of personality.
Hood and Back (1971) gave 39 male and 59 female undergraduate 
students an opportunity to volunteer for experimental participation. 
The individuals in the study disclosed less about more intimate 
topics than non-intimate topics. In the Jourard and Lasakow (1958) 
study, high disclosure occurred with such non-intimate topics as 
Attitudes and Opinions, Tastes and Interests, and Work; with low 
disclosure for such topics as Money, Personality, and Body.
Generally, the results indicate that the breadth or amount of 
information disclosed decreases as the depth or intimacy of
information increases.
13
SELF-DISCLOSURE AND OTHER VARIABLES
Self-Disclosure and Family Patterns
The relationship between self-disclosure and family patterns 
has been an area of fairly intense study. Since several investigators 
feel that self-disclosure is related to mental health, it would seem to 
follow self-disclosers' tend to come from warm and secure homes.
Another spur to this area has been the studies involving birth order 
and affiliation done by Schachter and his associates.
Diamond and Munz (1967) administered the JSDQ-60 to 30 male and 
30 female high school students. Later borns scored higher than first 
borns.
Diamond and Hellkamp (1969) gave the JSDQ-60 to 120 high 
school students in order to examine relationships of birth order, 
race, and sex to self-disclosure. Results indicated that later borns 
disclosed more than first borns, first-born Negroes disclosed less 
than any other group, and first borns disclosed most to mother.
Pederson and Higbee (1969) administered the JSDQ-60 and the 
Social Accessibility Scale (SA) to 56 males and 51 females in
introductory classes at Brigham Young University. Subjects also
completed a Target Person Rating Scale (TPRS) which asked them to rate 
four target persons - mother, father, best male friend, and best
female friend - as to how the target person related to them on
eleven pairs of adjectives. Disclosure to parents were correlated 
with subjects' ratings of parents on such adjectives as close, warm, 
friendly, and accepting. In addition, it was found that females who
14
rated the mother as cold, distrustful, and selfish tend to score high 
on the Social Accessibility Scale which measures willingness to 
disclose to strangers, acquaintances, and/or best friends.
Doster and Strickland (1969) found that high disclosers 
perceived their parents are more nuturant than low disclosers and that 
subjects from the low nurturant homes disclose more to friends than 
parents while the reverse is true with subjects from high nurturant 
homes.
Probably the only firm conclusion that can be made is that of 
Pederson and Higbee (1969a), that family relationships are more 
important in determining who a person discloses to rather than whether 
or not the person will be a high discloser.
Sex, Race, and Cultural Factors in Self-Disclosure
In any social situation it can be expected that cultural 
factors play a part in the social interchange that occurs. In fact, 
cultural factors do affect self-disclosure.
Numerous investigators have found that females are higher 
disclosers than males. Diamond and Munz (1967) administered the 
JSDQ-60 to male and female high school students. Females disclosed 
more than males. Himelstein and Lubin (1965) gave the JSDQ-15 to 
fraternities and sororities. The sororities disclosed more than the 
fraternities. Hood and Back (1971) gave a modified version of the 
JSDQ-60 to males and females who volunteered for an experiment. The 
females disclosed more. Jourard (1964) conjectured that the low 
disclosure of males was directly associated with males having less
empathy and insight.
15
Weigel, Weigel, and Chadwick (1969) administered a self­
disclosure questionnaire to 21 male and 21 female subjects under 
instruction to report what they (1) had disclosed, (2) would initiate, 
and (3) would disclose in response to others' initiation to the 
significant others of mother, father, same-sex friend, and opposite- 
sex friend. The results indicated that subjects were not willing to 
initiate self-disclosure at a greater depth than they had disclosed in 
the past, although they would be willing to disclose in more depth 
topics initiated by the significant other. The same pattern of 
differential disclosure to significant others were found to hold for 
what subjects "had told," "would initiate," and "would respond."
There were no differences between males and females.
Plog (1965) developed a 40-item test of self-disclosure to 
examine the differences between Germans and Americans. It was found 
that American men and women are more self-revealing than are German 
men and women, and within each culture there is no difference between 
men and women in willingness to reveal self-information. Rickers- 
Ovsiankina and Kusmin (1958), using a 50-item version of the Social 
Accessibility Scale, and Diamond and Hellkamp (1969), using the 
JSDQ-60, also found no sex differences.
Racial and cultural differences have also been found. 
Littlefield conducted two studies with Mexican-Americans. In his 1968 
study, using a modified version of the JSDQ-60, he found less 
disclosure by Mexican-Americans than blacks. In his 1974 study, 
Littlefield administered W.H. Rivenback's revision of the JSDQ-60 to
100 black, 100 white, and 100 Mexican-American ninth graders. Each
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group was composed of an equal number of males and females. Females 
reported more disclosure than males. When sexes were pooled, the 
white subjects reported the greatest amount of disclosure; the 
Mexican-American group the least. Males favored the mother as the 
target of most disclosure whereas, for all groups, the least favored 
target of self-disclosure was the father.
Jourard and Lasakow (1958), using the JSDQ-60, found less 
disclosure by blacks than whites. Diamond and Hellkamp (1969), using 
the JSDQ-60, found that first-born Negroes disclosed less than any 
other group. As mentioned above, Plog (1965) found that Americans 
disclose more than Germans.
The socio-economic class has also been investigated. Mayer 
(1967) found that middle-class women disclosed more about marital 
difficulties than did working-class women. Polansky (1967), however, 
found no differences in disclosure between lower-class blacks and 
lower-class whites.
Religious differences have been found in self-disclosure. 
Jourard (1961c) gave the JSDQ-40 to several thousand students. From 
these he picked the records of 25 unmarried males. Jewish males were 
significantly higher in disclosure than Baptist, Methodist, and 
Catholic males - none of whom differed from one another. Cooke 
(1962) obtained a significant correlation between disclosure to 
parents as measured by the JSDQ-60 and religious behavior (e.g. 
frequency of church attendance) of Protestents. Jennings (1971) 
administered two self-report questionnaires to 83 subjects, all 
undergraduates in a southwestern university. One was a theological
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questionnaire measuring religious beliefs, the other the JSDQ-60. The 
correlation between beliefs and self-disclosure was near zero.
In summary, middle-class women are higher self-disclosers 
than lower-class women. Also, there are differences between various 
ethnic groups, with white Americans being the highest disclosers, 
followed by Germans, blacks, and Mexican-Americans. Finally, religious 
beliefs and affiliation can be determiners of self-disclosures.
Self-Disclosure and Mental Health
Clinicians have often commented on the differences between 
adjusted and maladjusted people on the dimension of self-disclosure. 
Freud (1900) noted that neurotics were forever trying to hide their 
unacceptable impulses. Rogers (1961) noticed that the maladjusted 
personality is characterized by a blockage of his experience, while 
the well-adjusted personality is characterized by an openness to 
experience and a willingness to share that experence.
In the laboratory, however, contradictory findings have 
emerged. Some studies reported a positive relationship between mental 
health and self-disclosure tendencies. Halverson and Shore (1969) 
administered to 53 Peace Corps trainees a modified form of the 
JSDQ-60 during a pretraining assessment program. High disclosers 
tended to be more conceptually complex, interpersonally flexible, and 
generally adaptable.
Taylor, Altman, and Frankfurt (1965) found small but positive 
relationships between the JSDQ-60 and four scales (Hy, Hs, Sc, Pd) of 
the MMPI for 17-20 year old male subjects. Truax and Carkhuff (1965) 
found that with schizophrenics the greater the degree of self-
exploration or transparency during psychotherapy, the greater the 
extent of constructive personality change in the patient.
Mayo (1968) gave a modified form of the JSDQ to three groups 
of women in-patients with a neurotic diagnosis, normals with neurotic 
symptoms, and normals. Normals reported higher self-disclosure than 
the other two groups; neurotic in-patients reported lower reciprocity 
between self- and other-disclosure than the normals and the normals 
with neurotic symptoms.
Others have found a negative relationship. Truax, Wittmer, and 
Altman (1973) gave 65 undergraduate psychology students the JSDQ-60 
with the target person being their closest personal friend. The MMPI 
scales were used to determine the degree of personality adjustment. 
There was a general tendency for the less well-adjusted student to show 
less self-disclosure when the target person is a close friend. This 
seems to hold especially for intimate and semi-personal disclosures 
as well as for the sum of all self-disclosure. Persons and Marks 
(1970) had six counselors interview an equal number of inmates from 
the three most frequently occurring MMPI high-point code types (Pd, Sc, 
F). There was a negative relationship between disclosure and mental 
health.
Pederson and Breglio (1968a)developed a questionnaire which 
obtained actual self-disclosure about the five topics of interest, 
personality, school, body, and money which they gave to 52 subjects 
along with instruments which measure seven personality traits. Seven 
self-disclosure scores were obtained from their questionnaire, one 
depth rating for each topic, a total depth score (sum of the five
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topic depth ratings), and an amount of disclosure score (count of 
words written in responding to all five topic areas). There was a 
negative relationship between the self-disclosure questionnaire and 
emotional stability, as measured by the Pederson Personality Inventory 
Cycloid Disposition Scale.
Pederson and Higbee (1969) administered the Pederson 
Personality Inventory Cycloid Disposition Scale and the JSDQ-60 and 
the JSDQ-25 to 56 college males and 51 college females. The resulting 
correlations indicated that:
(a) females who were less co-operative and males who 
were more meditative and less happy-go-lucky 
tended to disclose more to their mothers,
(b) females who were more emotionally stable tended 
to disclose more to their fathers,
(c) males who were meditative and emotionally 
unstable tended to disclose more to their best 
male friend, and
(d) females who were less co-operative tended to 
disclose more to their best male friend.
Stanley and Bownes (1966) administered the JSDO-60 and the 
Maudsley Personality Inventory (MPI) to 72 male and 65 female students 
of an introductory psychology class at the University of Western 
Australia. The correlation between neuroticism and total disclosure 
was non-significant.
Chaikin, Derlega, Bayma, and Shaw (1973) exposed college males 
identified as either "normal" or "neurotic" by their scores on the 
Maudsley Personality Inventory to a confederate who disclosed either 
intimate or superficial information about himself, as part of an 
"impression formation" study. Normal males reciprocated disclosure
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at a level of intimacy similiar to the confederate, but neurotics 
disclosed at a moderate level regardless of whether the confederates' 
initial disclosure was intimate or superficial.
The authors speculated on why neurotics developed such 
maladaptive patterns of self-disclosure. "Perhaps the neurotic is so 
preoccupied by his defenses, anxiety and problems that he simply does 
not perceive situational cues that should influence his behavior. Or 
neurotic individuals may have a history of such unsatisfactory inter­
personal relationships that he develops a pattern of moderate self­
disclosure, regardless of the situation. With such a pattern he may 
reason, he will not be labelled cold and superficial, as he might if 
he did not disclose at all; at the same time, he will not risk 
ridicule and rejection that are possible consequences of over 
disclosure, especially disclosure of deviant information." (Chaikin, 
Derlega, Bayma, and Shaw, 1973, p. 17).
It is also possible that lack of adherence to social norms is 
a cause of neuroticism rather than an effect. These authors cite the 
different ways in which mental health is measured as reasons for the 
contradictory findings.
Personality Variables
The personality variables studied most have been femininity, 
authoritarianism, and sociability and extraversion. Results have been 
contradictory. Taylor, Altman, and Frankfurt (1965) found a positive 
relationship (rxy not available) between the Mf scale (masculinity- 
femininity) on the MMPI and the Guilford-Zimmerman femininity scale 
and the JSDQ-60. However, Pederson and Breglio (1968b) found no
relationship between the Gough femininity scale and a modified 
version of the JSDQ-60.
Taylor, Altman, and Frankfurt (1965) found a positive 
relationship (rXy not available) between the JSDQ-60 and the Rokeach 
Dogmatism Scale. Halverson and Shore (1969) found a negative 
relationship (rXy= .34) between the JSDQ-60 and the F scale of the 
California Scale, which measures authoritarianism. Worthy, Cary, and 
Kahn (1969) gave groups of four subjects ten-minute "get acquainted 
sessions," and had them indicate their liking for the other subjects. 
In the actual experiment, each subject chose items of information to 
give to each other subject on each of ten trials. It was found that 
self-disclosure was not related to dogmatism as measured by the 
Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.
Taylor, Altman, and Frankfurt (1965) found a positive (rxy 
not available) relationship between the JSDQ and Edwards Personal 
Preference Schedule affiliation, succorance, nurturance, and 
hetersexuality scales and a negative relationship (rXy not available) 
between the JSDQ and Si (sociability) scale on the MMPI. Tuckman 
(1966) found that systems III individuals (characterized by an 
orientation toward people as a source of pleasure and guidance) as 
high in self-disclosure, as measured by the JSDQ-60. Frankfurt (1968) 
found for 60 female subjects no relationship between self-disclosure 
and the Guilford-Zimmerman - sociability, thoughtfulness, and 
personal relations - scales. Pederson and Higbee (1969a) found no 
relationship between the Pederson Personality Inventory Extraversion
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scale and the JSDQ.
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The contradictory results may have been due to the fact that 
the JSDQ is a poor measure of actual self-disclosure in a situation.
For example, Burhenne and Mirels (1970) rated the disclosure to subjects' 
written self-disclosure and found a correlation of -.41 ( p<,.01) 
between self-disclosure and the SDS, while the JSDQ-60 correlated 
only -.03 with the SDS.
Cozby (1973) suggests that in personality studies, 
experimenters should measure self-disclosure behaviorally and use it 
as a dependent variable. Axtell's and Cole's (1971) study is a good 
example. Ninety-six subjects, classified as repressors, sensitizers, 
and neutrals, were asked to discuss themselves either positively or 
negatively. Half of the subjects were exposed to prerecorded verbal 
feedback during their discussion. The study indicated that repressors, 
in contrast to the other groups, talked less. Under feedback 
conditions, females vocalized more regarding their positive qualities 
than their negative ones, while male verbalized more on negative than 
positive qualities.
In sum, it is difficult to generalize on the relationship 
between self-disclosure and other personality variables, perhaps due 
to the inadequacy of the JSDQ and the lack of experiments where 
self-disclosure is measured behaviorally and used as a dependent 
variable.
Need for Approval, Dependency, Status, and Self-Disclosure
Several studies have dealt with how the relationship between 
people affects self-disclosure of one or more of the persons involved.
In Taylor's, Altman's, and Sorrentino's (1969) study, a confederate
rresponded to subjects' disclosures in four 45-minute interaction 
sessions according to one of four reinforcement conditions:
(a) continuous positive,
(b) early negative, later positive,
(c) continuous negative, and
(d) early positive, later negative.
Subjects in the continuous and early positive reinforcement conditions 
disclosed more about themselves, talked longer, and were generally 
more intimate.
In Altman and Haythorn's study (1965), subjects were isolated 
in a small room for ten days (high mutual dependency). A control 
condition consisted of pairs who spent most of their waking hours 
together, but had access to the outside world (low mutual dependency). 
The high-dependency dyads were intimate and showed a more active 
pattern of social interaction than did the low-dependency dyads.
Power, the amount of control someone has over another person, 
is another variable that has been studied. Kounin, Polansky, Norman, 
Biddle, Coburn, and Fenn (1956) found that people feel more at ease 
and reveal more negative things about themselves with a nonpowerful 
counselor than with a powerful one. Slobin, Miller, and Porter (1968) 
found that, while greatest disclosure, as measured by the JSDQ-60, is 
made to fellow workers in a business organization, there is greater 
disclosure to immediate supervisors than to immediate subordinates.
The authors suggest that disclosure to superiors may be an ingratiation 
technique.
Thus, the need for approval and dependency lead to 
self-disclosure. Also, self-disclosure occurs more when in the
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presence of nonpowerful rather than powerful people, except when one 
is attempting to ingratiate himself with his superior.
Disclosure as a Function of the Personalities of the Interactants
Several studies have been done to investigate how the 
interaction of personality characteristics of the members of the dyad 
or group have influenced self-disclosure by the members.
Taylor (1968) administered a self-disclosure questionnaire to 
male freshmen roommates after they had known each other for one, 
three, six, nine, and thirteen weeks. Half of the roommate pairs were 
both high revealers, while the other half were both low revealers. At 
all pointsiin time, the high-revealing dyads reported more mutual 
disclosure than did the low-revealing dyads, although the rate of the 
increase over time was approximately the same for both groups.
On the basis of scores on the JSDQ-60, Jourard and Resnick 
(1970) designated 12 women as high disclosers and 12 as low 
disclosers from a sample of 80 female undergraduate students. When 
a low discloser was paired with a high discloser, the low discloser 
increased his disclosure output to match the level of the high 
discloser.
In the Altman and Haythorn (1965) study, the dyads were 
either homogeneously high, hetergeneous, or homogeneously low on need 
achievement, need affiliation, need dominance, and dogmatism. High 
need achievers disclosed more than low achievers, and low-dominance 
subjects disclosed more than high-dominance subjects in intimate 
topic areas while the opposite was true in non-intimate topic areas.
Swenson and Nelson (1970) studied disclosure in dyads matched
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for similiarity and dissimiliarlty in extraversion, neuroticism, and 
attitudes. Disclosure was highest in male pairs, who were similar on 
extraversion but different on neuroticism; in female pairs who were 
different on attitudes; and, in male-female pairs who were similiar 
on all three variables. Persons and Marks (1970) found that the 
greatest intimacy occurred in an interview situation when both 
interviewer and interviewee had the same MMPI code type (4-2, 4-8,
4-9) than when they were paired in non-matched combinations.
In general, self-disclosure occurs more readily when high 
revealers, high need achievers, and those with the same MMPI code type 
are matched together. Also, when a low discloser is paired with a 
high discloser, the low discloser increases his disclosure output to 
match the level of the high discloser.
Self-Disclosure Over Time
Common sense would dictate that people tend to need to "get 
used" to somebody before they "open up" to them. This notion has been 
tested several times.
In the Taylor (1968) study cited above, there was a rapid 
increase in non-intimate disclosures, and a slow gradual increase in 
intimate disclosure over time.
Frankfurt (1968) obtained evidence of increasing amount and 
intimacy of disclosure as subjects described what they would disclose 
to another person at successive stages in their relationship. A large 
increase in number of intimate topics discussed was found for subjects 
who liked the other person, while subjects who did not like the other 
person showed only a slight increase.
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In the Taylor, et al. (1969) study, the positive reinforcement 
group showed a greater increase in duration of time talked over four 
45-minute interaction periods than did the negative reinforcement 
group, and the effect occurred primarily in intimate areas of exchange.
The trouble with these studies, as Cozby (1973) points out, is 
that factors such as fatigue inevitably will affect the results.
Cozby suggests the alternative would be to study people who have 
known each other for various lengths of time. For instance, Jourard 
(1961a) administered the JSDQ to college students ranging in age from 
17 to 55 years. It was found that disclosure to parents decreased 
with age, while disclosure to opposite sex-friend or spouse increased 
up to age 40 after which a decrease was observed.
Thus, in general, self-disclosure does increase over time.
The Effect of Self-Disclosure by Therapist and Experimenter
The study of self-disclosure by clinical and experimental 
psychologists has its practical side since self-disclosure is a 
potent factor in the outcome of therapy and experiments.
Jourard (1964) found in his therapy sessions that his 
self-disclosure increased his client's self-disclosure and led to 
progress in therapy. This has been verified in the laboratory.
Truax and Carkhuff (1965) reported significant correlations between 
therapist and patient disclosure as measured by their own scale. 
Jourard and Jaffee (1970) found that increasing the duration of 
interviewer disclosure in discussing a topic resulted in an increase 
in duration of subject disclosure. Vondracek and Vondracek (1971) 
have found that sixth-grade children disclose more to an interviewer
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who discloses than an interviewer who does not disclose. There was 
also evidence of increased disclosure in the top area disclosed by 
the interviewer.
Also, the interviewer or experimenter who discloses, in 
addition to eliciting greater disclosure from subjects, is rated as 
more trustworthy (Drag, 1968) and more positively, in general,
(Jourard and Friedman, 1970) than the interviewer or experimenter who 
does not disclose.
Disclosure by the experimenter has been studied experimentally. 
The experimental subjects and experimenter usually interact for about 
30 minutes and talk about their backgrounds, interests, and attitudes. 
Control subjects have no prior contact with the experimenter.
Subjects who receive disclosure have been shown to change their 
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule responses (Jourard and Kormann, 
1968), give more revealing responses on the Rotter Incomplete 
Sentence Blank (Heifetz, 1967) and, require fewer trials to criterion 
on a planned associate task (Frey, 1968).
Drag (1969) studied the effect of experimenter participation 
in discussion groups composed of two, four, or eight subjects whose 
task was to disclose themselves on various topics. When the 
experimenter joined in the discussion, self-disclosure was not 
affected in the two or eight person groups. However, in the four 
person group, subject disclosure was similiar to disclosure scores 
in the two person group, and significantly greater than in the four 
person-no-experimenter-disclosure group.
Jourard (1969) has argued that disclosure by the experimenters
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will result in greater honesty by subjects and also prevent experi­
menters from acting like "spies" and inhuman manipulators. Cozby 
(1973) suggests an equity theory analysis, which claims that the 
experimenter who asks subjects to fill out questionnaires, yet who 
tells nothing of himself, may have created a situation of inequity.
If this is the case, the subject may attempt to restore equity by lying 
or being careless in their responses.
In summary, the therapist's self-disclosure leads to patient 
self-disclosure and experimenter self-disclosure leads to a better and 
more honest performance by the subject.
Summary
The field of self-disclosure has developed tremendously since 
Jourard first started studying the field. Measures of self-disclosure 
have widened from use of the JSDQ and its variations to include 
behavioral measures of self-disclosure. An inverse relationship 
between breadth and depth of self-disclosure has been found. Family 
relationships, sex, and race have all been shown to have an effect on 
self-disclosure. The study of the relationship between mental health 
and self-disclosure, and personality variables and self-disclosure, 
have produced some contradictory findings but also some fruitful 
hypotheses. Self-disclosure has been found to increase with the need 
for approval and dependency. Self-disclosure occurs more readily 
when high revealers, high need achievers, and those with the same MMPI 
code type are matched together. It has also been found that self­
disclosure increases over time. Finally, self-disclosure by the 
therapist and experimenter leads to self-disclosure by the client and a 
better and more honest performance by the subject.
CHAPTER II
RECIPROCITY
OVERVIEW
Jourard (1964) found that in his therapy his self-disclosure 
increased the client's self-disclosure. This led to his landmark 
studies on self-disclosure. From these studies he found what he 
called the "dyadic effect". In short, people disclose the most to 
those who have disclosed the most to them.
Other investigators have picked up the "dyadic effect" and 
have studied it more extensively than did Jourard. They have found 
that at low, medium, and high levels of intimacy, one reciprocates the 
intimacy level of the other person. In essence, one "dares to open 
up" only as much as the other person or persons involved in the 
conversation.
The "Dyadic Effect" or Reciprocity
Three major theories have been put forth to explain reciprocity. 
A host of studies have also .been conducted to support these theories.
The norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) has been cited (Worthy, Gary, 
and Kahn, 1969) as the underlying basis for what Jourard called the 
"dyadic effect". The basis for this theory is sociological rather
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than psychological. It is founded on the idea that there are certain 
rules in society that are followed by all persons involved. One of 
these norms is that of reciprocity, that is, returning a benefit, or 
being grateful to him who bestows it, is regarded as a duty. This 
norm is found in all cultures, although it takes different forms in 
different cultures. The value or the benefit, and hence, the debt is 
in proportion to and varies with, among other things, the intensity 
of the recipient's need at the time the benefit was bestowed ("a 
friend in need..."), the resources of the donor ("he gave although he 
could ill afford it"), the motives imputed to the donor ("without the 
thought of gain"), and the nature of the constraints which are 
perceived to exist or to be absent ("he gave of his own free will"). 
Thus, the obligations imposed by the norm of reciprocity may vary 
with the status of the participants within a society.
According to Worthy, Gary, and Kahn (1969), when Person A 
discloses himself to Person B, he is bestowing a benefit on the other 
person. Hence, Person B owes Person A - a self-disclosure, and 
reciprocity occurs.
According to Altman (1973) the norm of reciprocity displays a 
more important part in the early stages of a relationship.
That a social norm is involved in reciprocity has been 
indicated in a study by Chaikin and Derlega (1974). Male and female 
undergraduates witnessed two accomplices conversing. The first 
accomplice disclosed either intimate or non-intimate information about 
himself; the second accomplice replied with either intimate or non­
intimate information about himself. The normbreaker (replying
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intimately to a non-intimate disclosure, or non-intimately to an 
intimate disclosure) was less liked than the actress who observed the 
reciprocity norm. The non-intimate normbreaker was rated as "cold", 
while the intimate normbreaker was seen as "maladjusted". In 
addition, subjects rated intimate disclosure in the situation as 
unusual and inappropriate.
Social exchange theory takes a slightly different position than 
does the theory of the norm of reciprocity. This theory attempts to 
explain reciprocity in terms of payoffs rather than the obligations 
and rules of society. Personal information is typically disclosed 
only to friends and indicates to the recipient that he is liked and 
trusted by the discloser. Thus, if Person A discloses to Person B, 
Person B should reciprocate to show that he likes and trusts Person A 
to increase future self-disclosures from A. Likewise, if Person A 
discloses little to Person B, Person B will tend not to disclose much 
to person A since A has not shown that he likes and trusts B. The 
whole process is similiar to what Berne (1966) calls the exchange of 
strokes.
Modeling theorists (Whalen, 1969; Spiritas and Holmes, 1971) 
have zeroed in on the ambiguity of the situation, especially when 
strangers are involved. In such a situation each person is unsure of 
how he should act. Therefore, he lets the other person structure the 
situation for him and models his self-disclosure after him.
As mentioned above, many studies have been conducted concerning 
reciprocity. In one study Jourard and Landsman (1960) quizzed male 
graduate students on how much they disclosed to each other. Eight of 
the nine subjects showed significant correlations between the amount
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they disclosed to each of their fellow students and the amount that 
their fellow students disclosed to them.
In another study, Jourard and Richman (1963) gave questionnaires 
designed to measure self-disclosure output to parents and closest 
friends and self-disclosure-intake from these target persons, to male and 
female college students. Substantial correlations were found between 
the measures of disclosure-output and disclosure-input with regard to 
all target persons.
Other studies have found much the same - both for dyads and 
larger groups. Gary and Hammond (1970) allowed diagnosed alcoholics and 
drug addicts to sit in groups of four. Each group member was allowed to 
ask questions of the other members through the use of notes. The more 
a member self-disclosed, the more self-disclosure he received.
Ehrlich and Graeven (1971) randomly assigned male subjects to 
high and low intimacy conditions. The subjects were asked to talk 
about themselves with a confederate who used scripts controlling his 
intimacy level. Subjects reciprocated the intimacy level of the 
confederate.
Wilson and Rappaport (1970) allowed an interviewer to tell 
subjects something (either intimate or non-intimate) about himself 
before he went on with the interview. Subjects responded more 
personally to high-intimacy or person topics than to low-intimacy 
topics. Low-intimacy topics generated more impersonal responses than 
high-intimacy topics.
In a more indirect test of the "dyadic effect", Himelstein and 
Kimbrough (1963) called upon 25 graduate students in education to
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introduce themselves during the first class meeting. It was found 
that the amount of disclosure during the presentation and the amount 
of time of the presentations were related to the order of appearance 
of the students. In other words, the later someone spoke the more he 
disclosed and the longer time he disclosed. Thus, the more self­
disclosure before a presentation, the more self-disclosure there was 
during the presentation.
Davis and Sloan (1974) interviewed male and female under­
graduates, inviting them to disclose information about themselves on a 
series of ten high-intimacy topics presented in an individually 
randomized order. Subjects were assigned to one of four treatments 
defined by sex and disclosure or non-disclosure on the part of the 
interviewer. (Interviewer disclosure on a topic immediately preceded 
the corresponding disclosure by a subject.) Interviewee disclosure 
was strongly facilitated by disclosure on the part of the interviewer, 
but was sustained at a high level only if the interviewer continued to 
disclose.
Walker and Wright (1976) had confederates converse intimately 
and non-intimately with subjects. They found that the subjects 
responded more intimately to the intimate confederates.
Certner (1973) used a free-style discussion period and the 
passing of notes to determine the amount of self-disclosure in small 
groups. Again, self-disclosure begat self-disclosure.
Kangas (1967) examined self-disclosure in group settings as 
a function of hostility, leadership, and sex of object. He found that 
the greater the number of self-disclosures by the group leader, the 
greater the number of self-disclosures in the group.
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In a follow-up study, Kangas (1971) used three different types 
of groups: an adolescent group, a traditional group, and a marathon 
group. Kangas developed a scale to measure the level of self­
disclosure. Self-disclosure by either group leader or member produced 
self-disclosure by the other group members.
In summary, three major theories have attempted to explain 
reciprocity. The norm of reciprocity theory explains it in terms of 
payoffs, and the modeling theorists explain it in terms of taking cues 
from other people in an uncertain situation.
Liking and the Reciprocity Effect
Since communication tends to flow more freely between people 
who like and trust one another, it stands to reason that interpersonal 
attraction should be an important variable in reciprocity. As such, 
it has been studied extensively.
Early correlational studies have indicated the relationship 
between liking and the self-disclosure to be linear. Jourard and 
Lasakow (1958) found that disclosure to mother and father correlated 
significantly with liking. Jourard (1959) had each of nine female 
college faculty members order the other eight subjects in terms of 
liking and found disclosure positively related to liking. Other 
questionnaire studies have found the same linear relationship 
(Halverson and Shore, 1969;.Fitzgerald, 1963; and, Altman and 
Haythorn, 1965).
Worthy, Gary, and Kahn (1969) manipulated the independent 
variable of liking and measured self-disclosure as the dependent 
variable. They gave groups of four subjects ten-minute "get acquainted
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sessions", and had them indicate their liking for the other subjects.
In the actual experiment, each subject chose items of information to 
disclose to each other subject on each of ten trials. It was found 
that the most was disclosed to the most liked other.
Other investigators have conducted studies in which they 
manipulated the independent variable of self-disclosure and measured 
the dependent variable of liking. They have found that there is a 
curvilinear relationship between liking and self-disclosure. That 
is, moderate amounts of self-disclosure produces more liking for that 
person than either low or high amounts of self-disclosure.
Mann and Murphy (1975) interviewed college females individually 
for 40 minutes about how they were influenced by friends, family, and 
persons in authority. The interviewer disclosed experiences, attitudes, 
and beliefs similiar and dissimiliar to those revealed by the student 
zero, four and twelve times during the interview. An intermediate 
number of disclosures resulted in significantly more subject disclosures 
and led to the interviewer being described as significantly more warm, 
empathic, and congruent.
Giannandrea and Murphy (1973) interviewed college females 
individually for twenty minutes about procedures used in confronting 
decision-making situations. The interviewers disclosed experiences, 
attitudes, and feelings similiar to those revealed by the students 
zero, two, four, eight, and twelve times during the interviews. An 
intermediate number of interviewer disclosures resulted in significantly 
more students returning for a second interview than did few or many
self-disclosures.
Walker and Wright (1976), on the other hand, found that 
intimacy facilitated friendship as measured by the Acquaintance 
Description Form. However, it should be noted that only two conditions 
of intimacy and non-intimacy were used.
Apparently, while liking produces self-disclosure, self­
disclosure produces liking only at the medium but not at low or high 
levels.
Why do subjects dislike low and high disclosers? Rubin (1975) 
hypothesizes that the factor of trust has to be considered. Low 
self-disclosers are untrustworthy. Since they don't leave themselves 
open, they seem to need to protect themselves. Medium self-disclosers 
prove themselves to be trustworthy by their levels of self-disclosure. 
High self-disclosers prove themselves to be untrustworthy because by 
being so open they ask for more self-disclosure than is appropriate. 
Hence, they seem to have some ulterior motive.
Rubin (1975), in the second experiment of his study, employed 
a handwriting paradigm to prove the limits of self-disclosure 
reciprocity. The experimenter first disclosed himself at either a low, 
medium, or high level of intimacy, and he did so either personalistic- 
ally (he pretended to create the message specifically to the subject) 
or nonpersonalistically (he simply copied a standard message). It 
was predicted that in the nonpersonalistic conditions subjects would 
model the experimenter's level of intimacy. In the personalistic 
conditions, however, considerations of trust were expected to 
supplement or supplant the modeling mechanisms. In particular the 
personalistic, high intimacy message was expected to give rise to 
suspicion and disliking rather than trust, and, as a result, to elicit
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a reduced degree of self-disclosure. The results confirmed the 
hypothesis.
It is interesting that Rubin got a reduced degree of 
self-disclosure at high intimacy levels while the other studies didn't. 
It could be due to the fact that he held his interviews at an airport 
rather than a laboratory. A laboratory may be more conducive to 
developing conditions of trust than is a busy airport.
That self-disclosure drops off at high levels of intimacy was 
shown in a study by Cozby (1972). He put female subjects with a low, 
medium, and high disclosing confederates in a role playing experiment. 
Although he found a significant linear relationship, it was attenuated 
at the higher levels of intimacy.
Vondracek and Marshall (1971) directly measured the 
relationship between trust and self-disclosure. They administered the 
Rotter Interpersonal Trust Scale and a self-disclosure questionnaire 
developed by the junior author to two samples of college students. No 
relationship (rxy= -.01) was found.
Two reasons could be given for the findings of the second 
sample. First of all, the study had the disadvantages of any 
correlational study, as opposed to one where the variables are 
manipulated experimentally. The author might have found a relationship 
if he had manipulated the independent variable of trust and measured 
the dependent variable of self-disclosure.
Secondly, self-disclosure questionnaires have been shown not 
to be predictive of self-disclosure in actual experimental situations 
(Ehrlich and Graeven, 1971; Himelstein and Kimbrough, 1963; Lubin and 
Harrison, 1964; Vondracek, 1969a, 1969b).
In summary, while liking produces self-disclosure, 
self-disclosure produces liking only at a medium but not at low or 
high levels. Rubin claims that this leads to a breakdown of 
reciprocity at high levels of intimacy.
Conclusions and Hypotheses
It is apparent that the supposed untrustworthiness of high 
self-disclosers produces a disliking for them. Despite that, people 
still highly disclose themselves to high self-disclosers. Apparently, 
the ambiguous situation induces the subjects to model their behavior 
on the other person's behavior and to follow the social norm of 
reciprocity.
The trust variable may show up in personality differences, 
however. Burhenne and Mirels (1970) gave 56 college women 
self-disclosure ratings and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability 
Scale. A significant negative (rxy= -.41) relationship was found 
between the SDS scores and the self-disclosure ratings. This would 
suggest that high SDS scorers would be wary of high self-disclosers 
since the former need to protect their vulnerable self-esteems.
That high social desirability scorers are defensive and 
suspicious has been shown in several studies involving the Edwards 
and Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scales, and the MMPI. In the 
Edwards and Diers (1962 ) study, the MMPI was administered twice to 
120 male college students. On the first administration the standard 
instructions were given. Approximately one week later, the same 
subjects were again given the MMPI, with instructions intended to 
maximize the amount of responding in the socially desirable way. The
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subjects asked to fake good scored higher on the K scale than the first 
group of subjects. The K scale measures defensiveness and the desire 
to conceal.
Edwards, Heathers, and Fordyce (1960) found that the Edwards 
Social Desirability Scale had significant correlation (rXy= .65) with 
Little and Fisher (1958) denial scale, which contains statements about 
poor interpersonal relations, feelings of hostility, and suspicion.
The SDS had a significantly negative (rXy = -.75) with Little and 
Fisher (1958) admission scale, which is composed of statements which 
consist largely of physiological symptoms to which the subjects 
admitted.
Crowne and Marlowe (1960) found significant correlations 
(rxy= .40 and rXy= .54) between the Crowne-Marlowe Social Desirability 
Scale and the K and L (Lie) scales of the MMPI.
Wikoff (1965) conducted a correlational study using 95 Bethany 
Nazarene college students to determine the relationship between response 
style and personality. There was a significant (rXy not available) 
relationship between the Crowne-Marlowe Social Desirability Scale and 
the K and L scales on the MMPI.
From the above studies it would appear that high SDS scorers, 
being suspicious and defensive, would not reciprocate high 
self-disclosers.
The social exchange and modeling theorists, on the other 
hand, would predict, that the high SDS scorers, by their very nature, 
would follow the social norm of reciprocity and reciprocate the high
self-disclosers.
The following is hypothesized:
1. In accordance with previous findings and the 
linearity hypothesis, there will be a linear 
relationship between the intimacy level of 
self-disclosure input and the intimacy level 
of self-disclosure output across the three 
conditions of low self-disclosure, moderate 
self-disclosure, and high self-disclosure.
2. In accordance with the trust hypothesis, those 
who disclose at moderate levels of intimacy 
will be more liked than those who disclose at 
high or low levels of intimacy.
3. In accordance with the trust hypothesis and
the suspicious nature of high social 
desirability subjects, the following will 
occur: In the high level of intimacy
condition, but not the low or moderate 
intimacy conditions, low social desirability 
subj ects will be more intimate than medium 
social desirability subjects, who will be more 
intimate than high social desirability subjects.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
OVERVIEW
To test the three hypotheses, an experiment was devised 
involving a conversation between an experimental accomplice and a 
naive subject. This was done in a structured situation where the 
confederate always spoke first. This way the experimenter could 
manipulate the level of intimacy of disclosure of one of the two 
people involved and see what effect it had on the other person's 
disclosure. All conversations were recorded and analyzed according 
to a reliable scale rating the level of intimacy of the statements. 
Before the experiment all subjects filled out the Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale.
Subj ects
The subj ects were 72 University of North Dakota students 
enrolled in introductory psychology classes. Thirty-six were male and 
thirty-six were female. They ranged in age from 17 to 33.
Procedure
The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale was given to 200 
undergraduate students at UND enrolled in introductory psychology.
-41-
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The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale is a 33-item true-false 
scale which measures the extent to which a person patterns his behavior 
after the desires and actions of others. The internal consistency 
coefficient for the final form of the scale, using the Kuder-Richardson 
formula 20, is .88. Its validity was established by a significant 
(rXy- -.41) correlation with the Pd scale of the MMPI, which measures 
rebelliousness against authority (see appendix A).
From the initial sample of 200, those scoring at the very 
highest (17-37), very lowest (1-10), and in the middle (11-16) of the 
scale, were chosen for the main part of the experiment. In the main 
part of the experiment the subject was introduced to an experimental 
accomplice posing as another subject and was given the following 
instructions:
This is an experiment on the psychology of 
conversation. First, I'd like you to talk about 
your backgrounds. Then, I'd like you to talk about 
four different topic areas: Parental Family, Family 
and Marriage, Emotions and Feelings, and Love and 
Sex. I'd like to have one of you cover one topic at 
a time, with one of you always speaking first. When 
you've covered one topic, I'd like you to go on to the 
next one until you've covered all four topics. This 
conversation will be recorded by me in the next room.
Do you have any questions?
Then the experimenter asked the accomplice to start talking.
The accomplices used their real names and backgrounds in the 
experimental situation. The -order of topics covered was always the. same 
Parental Family, Family and Marriage, Emotions and Feelings, and Love 
and Sex. The accomplices read from a prepared script for each topic. 
There were three different scripts for each topic: low intimacy, high
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intimacy, and medium intimacy (see appendix B). The scripts for each 
topic were based on Taylor's and Altman's (1966) set of intimacy-graded 
stimulus materials.
To construct their instruments Taylor and Altman developed and 
scaled 671 statements dealing with various aspects of the self by the 
Thurstone procedure of equal-appearing intervals. Additionally, 
statements were sorted by judges into one of the following thirteen 
topics: Religion, Love and Sex, Own Family, Parental Family, Hobbies
and Interests, Physical Appearance, Money and Property, Current Events, 
Emotions and Feelings, Relationships with Others, Attitudes and Values, 
School and Work, and Biography. Intimacy and topic category judgments 
were made by two independent populations (college students and sailors) 
using IBM Porta-Punch Boards. Equal-appearing interval analysis 
(Thurstone and Chave, 1929) was employed to obtain intimacy values and 
Q-scores. Judge agreement between the two populations was quite good, 
as reflected in a pooled Pearson Product Moment correlation of .90 and 
correlations ranging from .75 to .94 for the thirteen categories 
considered individually. The items were rated from one to eleven on 
the scale of intimacy.
The validation of a priori category nomenclature indicated that 
placement of 497 out of 671 statements were agreed upon by at least 
eight out of sixteen judges. An additional 20 statements were reliably 
categorized by judges in other than the originally assigned topics. 
Thus, there was reliable agreement among judges as to which statements 
belonged in which topic for 77% of the time.
The experimenter devised the low, medium, and high intimacy 
scripts for all four topics. The scripts for each topic consisted of
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five or six sentences. The low intimacy script consisted of items 
ranging from three to six on Taylor's and Altman's (1966) scale of 
intimacy. The medium intimacy script consisted of items ranging from 
six to eight. The high intimacy script consisted of items ranging from 
eight to eleven. Two independent raters were used to rate the scripts 
according to the Taylor and Altman scale and it was found that the 
intimacy values for each script level were accurate.
There were three accomplices in the experiment, two males and 
one female. The female saw 18 male and 18 female subjects, 12 low,
12 high, and 12 medium Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (SDS) 
scorers, and read the low intimacy script 12 times, the medium intimacy 
script 12 times, and the high intimacy script 12 times. One male 
accomplice saw 12 male and 12 female subjects, 8 medium, 8 low, and 8 
high SDS scorers, and read the low intimacy script 8 times, the 
medium intimacy script 8 times, and the high intimacy script 8 times.
The other male accomplice saw six male and six female subjects, 4 
medium, 4 low, and 4 high SDS scorers, and read the low intimacy script 
4 times, the high intimacy script 4 times, and the medium intimacy 
script 4 times. The accomplices ranged in age from 19 to 25 years of 
age and were all UND students.
After the conversation was over the subject was asked to rate 
his fellow "subject" on a seven-point rating scale (see appendix C).
He was then thoroughly debriefed.
The experimenter transcribed all the tapes. A sentence, part 
of a sentence, or a group of sentences were deemed to be a self-disclosure 
statement if it referred to the subject's opinions, relationships or
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feelings, or relationships of another person included under the topic 
heading, such as the spouse in the topic Marriage.
The independent raters then rated each statement from one to 
eleven according to Taylor's and Altman's scale. The interrater 
reliability was .63.
The data were analyzed by means of 16 Analyses of Variances.
A three (low, medium, high intimacy) by three (low, medium, high 
social desirability) ANOVA was computed for each of the four categories 
(Parental Family, Marriage, Emotions and Feelings, and Love and Sex) 
with each of three dependent variables. The first was the total 
number of statements in the category. The second was the mean of the 
intimacy rankings of the statements. The third was the total of the 
intimacy rankings. Three by three ANOVAs were also computed with all 
four categories combined using the same three dependent variables.
The Newman-Keuls and planned comparisons tests were computed for 
significant differences on main effects when a significant F was obtained.
Trend Analyses were computed for the intimacy variable for 
each analysis of variance.
A three (low, medium, high intimacy) by three (low, medium, 
high social desirability) ANOVA was computed using the results of the 
Liking Scale as the dependent scale.
The planned comparisons test was used to determine if there were 
significant differences between the low, medium, and high social 
desirability subjects on the high intimacy condition. Also, a trend 
analysis was run across the high intimacy condition.
The level of significance for all the tests was .05.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Four statistical procedures were used to analyze the data: 
analysis of variance, trend analysis, Newman-Keuls test, and the 
planned comparisons test.
Fifteen three (low, medium, high social desirability) by three 
(low, medium, high intimacy) analyses of variance were computed for 
each of the four categories and for all four categories combined. 
(Tables 1-15 show the means and standard deviations for each cell of 
each categorization.) Five involved the dependent variable of number 
of self-disclosure statements for each subject, five involved the 
dependent variable of the mean of the intimacy rankings of the 
statements for each subject, and five involved the total of the 
intimacy rankings for each subject.
Trend analyses were computed for the variable of intimacy for 
each of the above-mentioned dependent variables for all 15 ANOVAs.
Trend analyses and one by three ANOVAs were also computed for the high 
intimacy conditions for the three dependent variables for all 15 three 
by three ANOVAs. The level of significance for all the tests was .05.
For the dependent variable of number of self-disclosure 
statements, there were no significant main effects for either the
-46-
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Table 1
Parental Family 
Number of Statements 
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Low
Medium
High
Intimacy
Low Medium High
X = 6.36 X = 8 X = 9.25
S - 3.61 S = 5.22 S = 6.22
X = 8.12 X = 7 X = 6.5
S = 5.38 S = 2.60 S = 3.29
X = 8.88 X = 8 X =10.16
S = 3.87 S. = 3.88 S = 9.53
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Table 2
Parental Family 
Mean Intimacy Ranks
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium High
X = 5.97 X = 6.1 X = 6.06
S = 1.54 S = .66 S = 1.76
X = 5.27 X = 6.2 X = 5.76
S = .84 S = 1.59 S = 2.35
X = 5.61 X = 5 X = 5.41
S = .75 S = 1.87 S = 1.06
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Table 3
Parental Family 
Total of Intimacy Ranks 
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low_____■___________ Medium_____________ High
X = 37.25 X = 49 X = 52.93s = 20.54 s = 39.12 S = 35.10
X = 41.62 X = 44.5 X = 36.81s = 25.43 s = 26.59 S = 18.03
X = 51.12 X = 43 X = 53.81s = 26.15 s = 30.29 S = 40.66
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Table 4
Family and Marriage 
Number of Statements
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium High
X = 4.75 X = 4.6 X = 6.16
S = 1.68 S = 1.50 S = 1.54
X = 4 X = 4.88 X = 5.25
S = 2.71 S = 1.48 S = 3.95
X = 6.37 X = 5.6 X = 5.25
S = 4.29 S = 1.9 S = 1.50
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Table 5
Family and Marriage 
Mean Intimacy Ranks
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low__________ ______Medium_____________ High
X = 5.31 X = 5.85 X = 6
S = .47 s = .45 S = .83
X = 5.61 X = 5.9 X = 5.99
S = 2.49 s = .63 S = 4.62
X = 5.46 X = 5.67 X = 5.93
S = 2.60 s = .58 S = .53
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Table 6
Family and Marriage 
Total of Intimacy Ranks 
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium High
X = 23 X = 27.37 X = 42.22s = •8.08 S = 9.52 S = 8.85
X = 22.12 X = 29.43 X = 32s = 15.5 s = 9 .8 4 S = 18.65
X = 34.93 X = 32 X = 40.56s = 23.8 s = 11.5 S = 7.93
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Table 7
Emotions and Feelings 
Number of Statements 
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium Hiqh
X = 5.16 X = 5.16 X = 5.88
S = 2.51 S = 2.11 S = 1.74
X = 5.25 X = 5 X = 5.6
S = 2.91 S = 2.09 S = 2.59
X = 4.87 X = 5.25 X = 5
S = 2.58 S = 2.11 S = 1.9
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Table 8
Emotions and Feelings 
Mean Intimacy Ranks
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low Medium
Low
Medium
High
High
X = 6.14 X = 6.93 X = 7.67
s = .83 s = .4 S = .88
X = 6.42 X = 7.18 X = 6.68
s = 2.9 s = .50 S = 2.67
X = 6.71 X = 6.06 X = 7.55
s = .64 s = .04 s = .43
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Table 9
Emotions and Feelings 
Total of Intimacy Ranks 
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium High
X = 30.25 X = 36.12 X = 49.56
S = 16.60 S = 15.50 S = 14.75
X = 33.62 X = 35.5 X = 37.81
S = 18.8 S = 13.2 S = 18.0
X = 33.56 X = 33.87 X = 37.68
S = 18.10 S = 15.30 S = 15.56
So
ci
al
 D
es
ir
ab
il
it
v
56
Table 10
Love and Sex 
Number of Statements 
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium Hiqh
X = 5.6 X = 3.25 X = 3.75
S = 3.13 S = 1.4 S = 2.38
X = 5.84 X = 5.75 X = 4.16
S =11.89 S = 3.21 S = 2.38
X = 5.25 X = 5.36 X = 4.25
S = 3.34 S = 2.48 S = 3.57
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Table 11
Love and Sex 
Mean Intimacy Ranks
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium
X = 6.05 X = 6.88 X = 7.37s = 1.04 s - .87 S = 1.27
X = 6.00 X = 6.62 X = 6.86s = 1.23 s = 1-.02 S = 3.07
X = 6.98 X = 6.52 X = 6.67s = .97 s = 1.31 S = 1.19
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Table 12
Love and Sex 
Total of Intimacy Ranks 
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium High
X = 34.12 X = 23.00 X = 28.25
S = 17.07 S = 13.10 S = 20.5
X = 37.62 X = 38.25 X = 31.56
S = 26.63 S = 25.91 S = 19.12
X = 37.18 X = 35.93 X = 47.12
S = 14.30 S = 28.0 S = 27.94
So
ci
al
 D
es
ir
ab
il
it
y
59
Means
Low
Medium
High
Table 13
All Four Categories Combined 
Number of Statements 
and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low________________ Medium_____________ High
X = 21.62 X = 21.12 X = 25.75
S = 8.2 S = 7.85 S = 11.2
X = 23.37 X = 22.37 X = 21.25
S = 22.53 s = 5.21 S = 8.89
X = 21.75 X = 24.25 X = 24.5
S = 8.97 S = 6.82 S = 13.80
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Table 14
All Four Categories Combined 
Mean Intimacy Rank
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
High
Low Medium
X = 5.80 X = 6.32 X = 6.31s = 1.30 S = .54 S = 1.17
X = 5.66 X = 6.52 X = 6.24s = .62 S = 3.89 S = .57
X = 6.17 X = 5.80 X = 6.16s = .66 S = .87 S = .34
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Table 15
All Four Categories Combined 
Total of Intimacy Ranks 
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low
Medium
Hi gh
Low_____________  Medium High
X = 126.5 X = 135.62 X = 164.25s = 51.42 s = 55o99 S = 77.55
X = 135.00 X = 144.87 X = 135.75s = 80.9 s = 34.6 S = 58.60
X = 156.87 X = 144.85 X = 151.75s = 68.0 s = 63.82 S = 86.87
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Table 16
Liking Scale
Means and Standard Deviations (unbiased)
Intimacy
Low Medium High
X = 1.75 X = 2.00 X = 1.5
Low s = .69 S = 1.11 S = .51
X = 1.87 X = 2.12 X = 1.62
Medium s = .69 S = 1.03 S = .86
X = 1.62 X = 1.75 X = 1.75
High s = .86 S = 1.00 in II •^ 0
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intimacy or social desirability variables (see Table 17). There were 
also no significant trends.' either for the linear or quadratic components 
(see Table 18 and Figures 1 and 2). Also the ANOVAs and trend analyses 
of the high intimacy conditions failed to produce any significant 
differences (see Tables 21 and 22).
For the dependent variable of mean, .intimacy ranks significant 
main effects were obtained only on the intimacy variable for the 
categories of Family and Marriage and Emotions and Feelings (see 
Table 17). For the Family and Marriage category, significant 
differences were found between the means for the high and low intimacy 
groups using the Newman-Keuls and planned comparison tests (see 
Tables 19 and 20).
For the Emotions and Feelings category, there were significant 
differences between the low and high intimacy groups and the middle 
and high intimacy groups, as measured by the Newman-Keuls and planned 
comparison tests (see Tables 19 and 20).
Concerning the trend analyses across the intimacy conditions, 
only the linear trends for the mean rankings in the Family and Marriage- 
category and the mean rankings for the category of Emotions and Feelings 
were significant (see Table 18). However, for all four categories and 
the categories combined, the mean high intimacy score was higher than 
the mean low intimacy score (see Figure 3).
The ANOVAs and trend analyses run across the high intimacy 
conditions of the four categories and categories combined for mean 
rankings were all non-significant, except for the trend analysis for 
Emotions and Feelings (see Tables 21 and 22).
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For the dependent variable of total ranks, there were no 
significant main effects for the intimacy and social desirability 
variables (see Table 17). The trend analyses for the variable of 
intimacy also produced no significant results, except for Family 
and Marriage (see Table 18 and Figures 4 and 5). Finally, trend analyses 
and ANOVAs across the high-intimacy conditions produced no significant 
results (see Tables 21 and 22).
Finally, a three (low, medium, and high social desirability) 
by three (low, medium, and high intimacy) analysis of variance was 
run on the scores of the Liking Scale. (See Table 16 for the means 
and standard deviations.) There were no significant F tests, although 
the accomplices reading the medium intimacy script were liked more 
than those reading the low or high intimacy scripts (see Table 17).
A trend analysis was run across the variable of intimacy. Neither 
the quadratic or linear trends were significant (see Table 18 and 
Figure 6).
An ANOVA was used to analyze the differences between the 
low, medium, and high social desirability groups at high levels of 
intimacy on the Liking Scale. There were no significant differences 
(see Table 22). A trend analysis was run across the high intimacy 
condition on the intimacy variable. There were no significant linear 
or quadratic trends (see Table 21).
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Table 17
Analyses of Variance 
for Four
Categories and Categories Combined
Test Variable df F
Significance 
of F
Parental Intimacy 2,63 .220 .999
Family Social
Desirability 2,63 .775 .999
Total Statements INXSD 4,63 .429 .999
Parental Intimacy 2,63 .079 .999
Family Social
Desirability 2,63 1.787 .174
Mean Manks INXSD 4,63 .729 .999
Parental Intimacy 2,63 .026 .999
Family Social
Desirability 2,63 .409 .999
Total Ranks INXSD 4,63 .371 .999
Family and Intimacy 2,63 .421 .999
Marriage Social
Desirability 2,63 .120 .333
Total Statements INXSD 4,63 .885 .999
Family and Intimacy 2,63 4.111 .020 *
Marriage Social
Desirability 2,63 .242 .999
Mean Ranks INXSD 4,63 .263 .999
Family and Intimacy 2,63 1.240 .296
Marriage Social
Desirability 2,63 .753 .999
Total Ranks INXSD 4,63 .895 .999
Emotions and Intimacy 2,63 .192 .999
Feelings Social
Desirability 2,63 .713 .999
Total Statements INXSD 4,63 .295 .999
Emotions and Intimacy 2,63 4.381 .004 *
Feelings Social
Desirability 2,63 .426 .999
Mean Ranks INXSD 4,63 4.402 .010 *
Emotions and Intimacy 2,63 1.388 .256
Feelings Social
Desirability 2,63 .557 .999
Total Ranks INXSD 4,63 .594 .999
*
denotes significance at .05 level
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Table 17 (cont'd)
Test Variable
V
df F
significance 
of F
Love and Intimacy 2,63 1.685 .198
Sex Social
Desirability 2,63 .791 .999
Total Statements INXSD 4,63 .498 .999
Love and Intimacy 2,63 .921 .999
Sex Social
Desirability J 2,63 .218 .999
Mean Ranks INXSD 4,63 .841 .999
Love and Intimacy. 2,63 .527 .999
Sex Social
Desirability 2,63 . 666 .999
Total Ranks INXSD 4,63 .226 .999
Total Intimacy 2,63 .106 .999
Social
Desirability 2,63 .404 .999
Total Statements INXSD 4,63 .287 .999
Total Intimacy 2,63 2.003 .141
Social
Desirability 2,63 .146 .999
Mean Ranks INXSD 4,63 1.967 .110
Total Intimacy 2,63 .170 .999
Social
Desirability 2,63 .193 .999
Total Ranks INXSD 4,63 .348 .999
Intimacy 2,63 .722 .999
Liking
Scale
Social
Desirability* 2,63 .722 .999
INXSD -4,63 .646 .999
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Table 18
Trend Analyses 
for the
Variable of Intimacy
Category
Trend
Tested df F
Parental Family linear 1,63 .34
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .18
Parental Family linear 1,63 .10
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .06
Parental Family linear 1,63 .32
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 .004
Family & Marriage linear 1,63 .55
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .204
Family & Marriage linear 1,63 7.36 *
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .28
Family & Marriage linear 1,63 8 *
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 .65
Emotions & Feelings linear 1,63 .35
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .07
Emotions & Feelings linear 1,63 17.22 *
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .535
Emotions & Feelings linear 1,63 3.61
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 .65
Love and Sex linear 1,63 3.18
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .0008
Love and Sex linear 1,63 2.95
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .002
Love and Sex linear 1,63 .01
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 .39 7
Total linear 1,63 .32
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .038
Total linear 1,63 3.82
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .92
Total linear 1,63 .34
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 .03
Liking linear 1,63 .09
Scale quadratic 1,63 3.62
*
denotes significance at .05 level
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Figure 2. Mean Scores for Independent Variable of Intimacy and 
Dependent Variable of Total Statements for all Four 
Categories Combined.
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Table 19
Newman-Keuls Test for Intimacy Variable
Category df
difference 
between 2 
lowest means
difference 
between 2 
highest means
difference 
needed for 
significance 
at .05 level
difference 
between 
lowest and 
highest means
difference 
needed for 
significance 
at .05 level
Family and 
Marriage 
Mean Ranks 63 .34 .17 .36 rHLD• .44
Emotions and 
Feelings 
Mean Ranks 63 .30 .57 .4 • CD .48
Table 20
Planned Comparisons for Intimacy Variable
Category df
low intimacy 
vs.
high intimacy (F)
low intimacy 
vs.
middle intimacy (F)
middle intimacy 
vs.
high intimacy (F)
Family and Marriage 1,63 7.64* 3.38 .82
Emotions and Feelings 1,63 19.25* 2.25 8.25*
* denotes significance at .05 level
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Table 21
Trend Analyses 
for the
Condition of High Intimacy
Cateqory
Trend
Tested df F
Parental Family linear 1,63 .34
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 2.15
Parental Family linear 1,63 .95
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .001
Parental Family linear 1,63 1.96
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 .001
Family & Marriage linear 1,63 .58
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .19
Family & Marriage linear 1,63 .67
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .004
Family & Marriage linear 1,63 .052
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 2.33
Emotions & Feelings linear 1,63 .56
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .13
Emotions & Feelings linear 1,63 .139
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 8.81 *
Emotions & Feelings linear 1,63 2.038
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 .65
Love and Sex linear 1,63 .116
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .01
Love and Sex linear 1,63 .863
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .05
Love and Sex linear 1,63- 2.73
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63 1.15
Total linear 1,63 .04
Total Statements quadratic 1,63 .28
Total linear 1,63 .06
Mean Ranks quadratic 1,63 .02
Total linear 1,63 .04
Total Ranks quadratic 1,63' .20
Liking linear 1,63 .28
Scale quadratic 1,63 0
*
denotes significance at .05 level
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Table 22
Analyses of Variance 
for
Condition of High Intimacy
Test df F
F needed for 
significance at 
.05 level
Parental Family 
Total Statements 2,21 1.74 3.47
Parental Family 
Mean Ranks 2,21 .81 3.47
Parental Family 
Total Ranks 2,21 1.69 3.47
Family & Marriage 
Total Statements 2,21 1.69 3.47
Family & Marriage 
Mean Ranks 2,21 .36 3.47
Family & Marriage 
Total Ranks 2,21 .12 3.47
Emotions & Feelings 
Total Statements 2,21 .38 3.47
Emotions & Feelings 
Mean Ranks 2,21 .58 3.47
Emotions & Feelings 
Total Ranks 2,21 2.04 3.47
Love and Sex 
Total Statements 2,21 .43 3.47
Love and Sex 
Mean Ranks 2,21 .22 3.47
Love and Sex 
Total Ranks 2,21 .09 3.47
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Table 22 (cont'd)
Test df F
F needed for 
significant at 
.05 level
Total
Total Statements ' 2,21 .09 3.47
Total
Mean Ranks 2,21 .25 3.47
Total
Total Ranks 2,21 .79 3.47
Liking Scale 2,21 .49 3.47
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The first hypothesis, "there will be a linear relationship 
between the intimacy level of self-disclosure input and the intimacy 
level of self-disclosure output across the three conditions of low 
self-disclosure, moderate self-disclosure, and high self-disclosure" 
was partially supported by the results from the trend analyses across 
the intimacy conditions and the analysis of variance involving the 
dependent variable of mean rankings and total ranks.
One explanation for not completely confirming this hypothesis 
is that this study involves a more extreme high intimacy condition than 
the other studies thus, allowing the trust factor to attenuate the 
linear effect. Some studies only included two conditions (low and 
high, personal and non-personal, etc.) (Wilson and Rappaport, 1970; 
Ehrlich and Graeven, 1971), and consequently their highest condition 
may not have been high enough. For example, Ehrlich and Graeven (1971) 
used Taylor's and Altman's scale to devise scripts in an experiment 
similiar to the one above. These experiments used only two intimacy 
conditions, low and high. The high intimacy condition used statements 
ranging in rank from four to eleven, with a mean for Love and Sex and 
Emotions and Feelings about eight, the Marriage and Parental Family 
about seven. In the above study, the statements in all four scripts
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ranged from eight to ten with the means approximately nine. The only 
study which used an extremely high level of intimacy was Rubin's 
(1973), from which he obtained a curvilinear effect. This was also 
the only study which was conducted in the anonymous condition of an 
airport rather than the familiar atmosphere of a college campus.
Another explanation could be that the subjects in this study 
are more independent than subjects in the previous studies. In the 
debriefing period after the experimental phase many students claimed 
that they would have said what they said no matter who the other 
person was, or what he said. Perhaps these subjects, predominantly 
from rural sections of the country, are less prone to model their 
behavior after others than subjects in previous studies, who were 
more urban-oriented.
The second hypothesis, "those who disclose at moderate levels 
of intimacy will be more liked than those who disclose at high or low 
levels of intimacy", was not supported by the results from the tests 
involving the scores on the Liking Scale, although the results 
followed the pattern predicted by the hypothesis.
One reason may have been that the accomplices were too well 
liked. As a matter of fact, the accomplices in the study were very 
personable young people who were quite interested in the subjects and 
in the study in general. Perhaps their non-verbal behavior trans­
cended the content of their verbal behavior.
There also might have been a subject bias towards the high 
end of the interpersonal attraction scale. One way to counteract this 
would be to use a seven-point scale with the neutral point at two 
instead of four. This would produce a wider variation among the ratings.
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Another way would be to use a seven-point scale with no labels.
Perhaps the absence of such labels as "disliked him somewhat" and 
"disliked him very much" would produce more ratings towards the 
unfavorable end of the scale. Another method would be to use a more 
thorough measure of liking such as the Acquaintance Description Form.
The last hypothesis, "in the high level of intimacy condition, 
but not the low or moderate intimacy conditions, low social desir­
ability subjects will be more intimate than medium social desirability 
subjects, who will be more intimate than the high social desirability 
subjects", was totally unsupported by the trend analyses and Newman- 
Keuls tests across the high intimacy conditions. This may be due to
t
the suspicious nature of the high SDS scorers, which would lead them 
to be low in intimacy when confronted with a confederate high in 
intimacy, and their conforming nature, which would lead them to be 
high in intimacywith highly intimate confederates. In effect, the 
trust and linear factors may have cancelled each other out.
Finally, although not hypothesized, there were no differences 
in number of self-disclosure statements between subjects who were in 
the high, medium, and low level of the intimacy conditions, as 
determined by the analyses of variance and trend analyses. This is in 
accordance with previous studies which found a linear relationship 
between the amount of self-disclosure input and the amount of self­
disclosure output (Chittick and Himelstein, 1967; Jourard, 1959).
(In this study all the accomplices, regardless of level of intimacy 
condition, disclosed approximately the same number of statements.)
Are there other ways to elicit the trust factor? One way this
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could be done would be to manipulate trust as a subject variable. One 
could give subjects a test to measure how trusting they are (e.g. the 
Rotter Interpersonal Trust Scale), and then see if high and low 
trusting subjects differ in intimacy when confronted with high intimacy 
confederates as opposed to low or medium intimacy confederates.
Another way this could be done would be to determine how trusting the 
subjects are with some situational measure, such as how they would 
react in the prisoner's dilemma game, and then see if how and low 
trusting subjects differ in intimacy when confronted with accomplices 
revealing themselves at various levels of intimacy.
Another way would be to vary the accomplice variable. For 
example, one accomplice could be a law-abiding citizen and the other 
a criminal, and the experimenter could determine if there are differences 
between the responses to these two sources at low, medium, and high 
levels of intimacy. Another method to induce untrustworthiness in the 
accomplice would be to have some accomplices act untrustworthy and 
some act trustworthy in some previous situation, such as the prisoner's 
dilemma game, and then measure the extent of reciprocity towards both 
kinds of accomplices. Finally, the accomplice could be supplied with 
some kind of "ulterior-motive" for revealing at a high level of 
intimacy. For example, the subject and accomplice could be told before 
the conversation that the subject would later be in a position to 
shock the accomplice. Hence, the subject may interpret the "gift" of 
high intimacy on the part of the confederate as a plea for mercy.
A change of location could be used to vary the level of trust.
In the trustworthy condition the conversation could be held in a 
familiar spot somewhwere on campus. In the untrustworthy conditions
82
the conversation could be held in some less familiar area, such as a 
bus or train station. The ultimate in unfamiliarity (and deception) 
would be to record conversations between driver-accomplice and 
hitch-hikers. The problem with these unfamiliar locations is the 
familiar one of control.
Another way of manipulating the variable of trust is to vary 
the trustworthiness of the experimenter from that of, say, a pollster 
from a university to that of a pollster from an unknown newspaper.
Finally, one could have the accomplice recite at a low or 
moderate level of intimacy before reciting at a high level of intimacy, 
and see if this produces greater reciprocation on the part of the 
subject than if the accomplice recited at a high level of intimacy 
only. The linear reciprocity theorists would predict that the 
subject should respond at the same level of intimacy for the high 
intimacy recitation for both conditions, while the trust theorists 
would predict that the high intimacy only condition would respond at a 
lower level of intimacy.
Finally, the ideas of Altman (1973) about reciprocity in 
relationships should be mentioned. He believes that when strangers 
meet they closely follow the norm of reciprocity until they establish 
their trustworthiness with each other. As the friendship progresses, 
however, the friends drop their rules of reciprocity and respond as 
they wish. This was shown in a study by Derlega, Wilson, and Chaikin 
(1976). They had pairs of friends, or pairs of strangers exchange 
notes between themselves and rated disclosure of the notes according 
to Taylor's and Altman's (1966) scale. They found that strangers 
followed the norm of reciprocity more than the friends did.
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Perhaps the linearity of reciprocity found in some 
treatments of the experiment in this dissertation would have not 
occurred if the pairs were friends rather than strangers. Using 
friends as subjects could open up a whole new frontier in reciprocity.
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY
Modeling theorists, norm of reciprocity theorists, and social 
exchange theorists predict that person A will reciprocate person B's 
level of intimacy from low levels of intimacy all the way up to high 
levels of intimacy. Trust theorists predict that reciprocation will 
occur at low and moderate, but not at high levels of intimacy. The 
reason for this is that the recipient is overwhelmed by the "gift" of 
high self-disclosure and suspects an ulterior motive, and thus, keeps 
quiet. Similiarly, trust theorists would predict that subjects high 
in social desirability, due to their suspicious nature, would not 
reciprocate at high levels of intimacy. The other theorists would 
predict reciprocation at high levels of intimacy due to the conforming 
nature of subjects high in social desirability.
To test this 400 undergraduates were given the Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale and 72 of the subjects were split into low, 
medium, and high groups. Those subjects then held conversations with 
accomplices who disclosed at low, medium, and high levels of intimacy.
The following results were obtained:
1. There was partial confirmation of the hypothesis 
of linearity of reciprocity from low to high 
levels of intimacy.
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2. There was no relationship between liking and 
level of intimacy.
3. There was no relationship between social 
desirability and intimacy.
It was conjectured that the opposing tendencies of the high 
SDS scorers to be highly suspicious and highly conforming may have 
cancelled each other out - that the high intimacy condition was not 
strong enough and that the liking scale was biased towards the favorable 
end. Alternative ways of teasing out the trust factor were discussed.
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PERSONAL REACTION INVENTORY
Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes 
and traits. Read each item and decide whether the statement is true 
or false as it pertains to you personally.
1. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the 
qualifications of all the candidates.
2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help 
someone in trouble.
3. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my 
work if I am not encouraged.
4. I have never intensely disliked anyone.
5. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability 
to succeed in life.
6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way.
7. I am always careful about my manner of dress.
8. My table manners at home are as good as when I 
eat out in a restaurant.
9. If I could get into a movie without paying and 
be sure I was not seen I would probably do it.
10. On a few occasions, I have given up doing 
something because I thought too little of my 
ability.
11. I like to gossip at times.
12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling 
against people in authority even though I knew 
they were right.
13. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good 
listener.
14. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of 
something.
15. There have been occasions when I took advantage 
of someone.
16. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a 
mistake.
17. I always try to practice what I preach.
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18- I don't find it particularly difficult to get 
along with loud-mouthed, obnoxious people.
19. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive 
and forget.
20. When I don't know something I don't at all mind 
admitting it.
21. I am always courteous, even to people who are 
disagreeable.
22. At times I have really insisted on having things 
my own way.
23. There have been occasions when I felt like 
smashing things.
24. I would never think of letting someone else be 
punished for my wrong-doings.
25. I never resent being asked to return a favor.
26. I have never been irked when people expressed 
ideas very different from my own.
27. I never make a long trip without checking the 
safety of my car.
28. There have been times when I was quite jealous 
of the good fortune of others.
29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell 
someone off.
30. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors 
of me.
31. I have never felt that I was punished without 
cause.
32. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune 
they only got what they deserved.
33. I have never deliberately said something that 
hurt someone's feelings.
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LOVE AND SEX
High Intimacy
Male-- My ideas are pretty well set concerning sexual conduct since
I've been having sex since my mid-teens. I don't think I 
have to be in love before I have sexual relations. I do like 
to know a girl well, though, before I make sexual advances.
I like to engage in sex at least two or three times a month.
I feel I'm a good enough lover to get a bit of pleasure from 
sex.
Female-My ideas are pretty well set concerning my sexual conduct
since I've had sex since my mid-teens. I don't think I have 
to be in love before I have sexual relations. I do not like 
to get to like a guy, though, before I have sex with him.
I like to engage in sex at least two or three times a month. 
I'm a good enough lover to get quite a bit of pleasure from 
sex.
Medium Intimacy
Male-- I like to go out on dates rather than go to bars to pick up
girls. I usually don't kiss a girl goodnight until the third 
or fourth date. I usually have to go out with a girl for a 
few months before I know I'm in love with her. I'm often 
worried about what the girl thinks of me on the first date, 
but then I settle down. I don't like to make-out with a girl 
in a moviehouse or drive-in.
Female-I like to go out on dates rather than going to bars to meet
men. I usually don't like to be kissed on the first few dates. 
I don't like to make-out with a guy at a moviehouse or drive- 
in. Usually I have to go out with a guy for a few months 
before I know I'm in love with him. I'm often worried about 
what the guy thinks of me on the first date, but after that 
I settle down.
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Low Intimacy
Male-- I like to date every weekend. Blind dates usually don't work
out for me. I like to date someone who has a pleasant 
personality as well as being attractive. I like to date girls 
my age. What annoys me most about girls is when they are not 
on time.
Female-I like to date every weekend. Blind dates usually don't work 
out for me. I like to date someone who has a pleasant 
personality as well as being attractive. I like to date men 
my age. What annoys me most about guys is when they are not 
on time.
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PARENTAL FAMILY
High Intimacy
My mother and father have been nearly divorced several times, 
although now they're doing fine. One thing about my mother is that 
she can be a nag. My father can also be abusive. He is especially 
bad when he gets drunk. I think I like my mother better than my 
father.
Medium Intimacy
My mother generally has an easy-going personality. My 
father is more of a high-strung individual. My brother is more 
like my father than my.mother. I think my parents were too strict 
as far as religion goes. My parents are pretty well off financially.
Low Intimacy
I get along well with my brother. He is a big, strong guy. 
My parents have always given me quite a bit of freedom at home. 
They allowed me to make my own decisions about going to school.
I like best about my parents is that they are easy to talk to.
What
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EMOTIONS AND FEELINGS
High Intimacy
Quite a few things in my past have made me ashamed. I was 
ashamed when I broke up with my old boyfriend because I didn't think 
he was good enough for me. I also feel ashamed about the way I've 
always treated my little brother. I am hurt very easily when 
someone I know doesn't say hello to me. I don't like the fact that 
I'm a moody person. I have trouble expressing intimate feelings.
Medium Intimacy
Certain things make me self-conscious, like making a speech 
in front of a lot of people. Sometimes I get very angry, like when 
people boss me around. Another thing that angers me is people 
getting ahead of me even though I am more capable than them. I 
often worry about failing in school. The most embarrassing situation 
I've ever been in is when I forgot my lines in a school play.
Low Intimacy
I get enthusiastic when I'm planning a camping trip. I tend 
to get impatient when I'm waiting for something. Certain things 
disgust me, such as snakes. I tend to shiver at the sound of 
fingernails scratching on a blackboard. I tend to get nervous when 
making a speech or talk.
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FAMILY AND MARRIAGE
(High Intimacy
Male-- I have an idea of the kind of person I want to marry. One of
the important qualities is that she be a warm, sensitive 
person. Sex isn't that important, although I'd like to have 
it on a regular basis. I wouldn't like to have kids for a 
while, so I'd use birth control pills. I'd like to have a 
strong, honest marriage. If I caught my wife playing around 
with another man, or fell in love with another woman, I'd 
probably ask for a divorce. I think I would be open enough 
to tell my wife anything, even about some of my previous love 
affairs.
Female-I have an idea of the kind of person I want to marry. One of 
the important qualities is that he be a warm, sensitive person. 
Sex isn't that important, although I'd like to have it on a 
regular basis. I wouldn't like to have kids for a while, so 
I'd use birth control pills. I'd like to have a strong, 
honest marriage. If I caught my husband playing around with 
another woman, or if I fell in love with another man, I'd 
probably ask my husband for a divorce. I think I would 
always be open enough to tell my husband anything, even about 
my previous love affairs.
Medium Intimacy
Male-- I'd like my wife to be easy-going and supportive. She needn't
have a great figure, although I couldn't stand her being 
overweight. I wouldn't want a wife who was sloppy. I'd also 
not want a wife who was a nag. My in-laws could visit for a 
few days, but I couldn't tolerate them staying with us on a 
permanent basis. I'd like to have a wife who let me go out 
with the boys once in a while.
Female-I'd like my husband to be easy-going and supportive. He
needn't be built like a muscle man, although I couldn't stand 
him being overweight. I wouldn't want a husband who is 
sloppy. I also wouldn't want a husband who is abusive. My 
in-laws could visit for a few days, but I couldn't tolerate 
them staying with us on a permanent basis. I'd like to have 
a husband who lets me go out with the girls once, in a while.
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Low Intimacy
Male-- I'd like to get married when I'm in my late twenties, when I
have a better idea of what I want. I'd like to have a big 
wedding. I want to go to Acapulco for my honeymoon. After 
we're married, I wouldn't mind living in an apartment for a 
few years, although eventually I'd like to have a house. I'd 
like to live in a place that was nicely furnished.
Female-I'd like to get married when I'm in my middle twenties, when 
I have a better idea of what I want. I'd like a big wedding. 
I'd like to go to Acapulco for my honeymoon. After we're 
married I wouldn't mind living, in an apartment for a few 
years, although eventually I want to live in a place that was 
nicely furnished.
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How Much Did You Like 
or
Dislike The Other Subject?
1. liked him (her) very much
2. liked him (her) somewhat
3. liked him (her) a little
4. had no feelings one way or the other
5. disliked him (her) a little
6. disliked him (her) somewhat
7. disliked him (her) very much
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